


















































































































































SURVEY RESULTS

Table 5.
Artifacts Recovered from Previous Investigations in the Vicinity of the Pope-Leighey House
{AH Proveniences Combined for this Tal)le)

Artifact Number % Artifact . Number %
Kitchen Group Artifacts 578 86.8 huff ew, glaze missing 2
Chinese porcelain 6 buff ew, dlear lead glaze 1
Eng‘]jsll porcelain, undec 3 coarse red ew, gla.ze missing 9
white porcelain, decal 1 coarse red ew, clear lead glaze 6
lead glazed slipware 3 coarse red ew, black lead glaze &
creamware, undec 150 coarse red ew, brown lead glaze 12

black tp 1 glaﬂs, “black” 71
pearlware, undec 127 glass, green 1

blue hp 11 glass, clear 24

poly llp 5 g]ass, brown 1

blue tp 29 glass, aqua 3

edged 16 glass, blue 2

annular 13 g]ass, manganese 3

cable/mocha 1 glass, melted 1
whiteware, undec 10

blue tp 7 Arc]:itectural Croup Artifacts 74 11.1

tinted glaze 1 window glass 41
yellow ware, undec 4 UID nail fragments 33
Rockingham 2
Portobello ware 1 Tobacco G'roup Artifacts 12 1.7
redware, black lead glaze 5 kaolin pipestem 4
redware, brown lead glaze 2 kaolin pipe bowl fragments 8
redware, clear lead glaze 1
stoneware, gray SCG o Clo’clﬁng Group Artifacts 1 0.2
stoneware, hrn SC 6 button (South’s Type 18) 1
stoneware, other 4
refined ew, glaze missing 16 Activities Group Artifacts 1 0.2
refined ew, hurnt . 6 wire fragment 1

heavily corroded. No architectural hardware was
encountered, perhaps because there were re}aﬁvely few
shovel tests in immediate proximity to the house. Even
window glass is relatively uncommon. Brick fragments,

often glazecl Clinl‘eers, are found, but none are very Iarge.

Cne of the most common approaches used to
group and examine classes of artifacts has been the
functional groups of Kitchen, Architecture, Furniture,
Personal, Clotljing, Arms, To]:acco, and Activities
developecl }Jy Stanley South {1977). These serve to
subdivide historic assem]:lages into groups which could

reflect behavioral categories. In other words, Kitchen
Group artifacts include tllings that rm'g}ﬂ: be found in,
or used in, a kitchen — ceramics, table glaas, serving
pieces, and bottles. Architectural artifacts are those
associated with ]:)Lﬁlclings — nai]s, hinges, door lo-clzs,

and even plaster remains.

South’s artifact groups are useful for more
than simply arranging lists of artifacts. When
collections from different sites — and different kinds of
sites — are comparecl we can often see differences in the

proportions of ’the different types of artifacts that the
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OCC‘UPB.DtS PUBEBESE&. FOI’ ex.a.mple, Tal,l 6
wealthy planters tended to possess . e .
more personal artifacis (poclze ¢ Mean Ceramic Date for Materials Recovered
Lenives watches writing from the Vicinity of the Pope-Leig]:ey Houge
instruments, and jewelry) than did
slaves. Arclueologists throu gh time Mean Date g /
kL developed : . Ceramic Date Range =) (g} Hxx
Jave deveoped & 8enes of Underglnzed blue porcelain ~ 1660-1800 1730 6 10,380
patterns for different types of
sites and their occupants. Table 4 | Westervald 1700-1775 1738 6 10,428
compares the artifact patierns of :
four different site types with that Lead glazed slipware 16701795 1733 3 5,199
from Woadlawm. The Revised | Greumare, trans printed 17651815 1790 1 1,790
Carolina Artifact Pattern is often undecorated 1762-1820 1791 150 268,050
seenn af eiglateent]:l and early o ble hacd J
. s Pearlware, blue int 1780-1820 1800 11 19,800
t . ' P2 *
%’}Tew_ﬁ“ h C;Int“ry I_}’l“taﬁom poly hand painted  1795.1815 1805 5 9,025
e lown House Fatlern was blue transfer printed 1795-1840 1818 29 52,722
developed from excavations at the edged 1780.1830 1805 16 28,880
Charles-ton (Sou-th Cnolma) town annularfcable 1790-1820 1805 14 25,270
I
houses of Wealt]uy plantetﬂ a.nc]., undecorated 1780-1830 1805 127 229,235
while similar to the Carolina | Whiyere, blue trans print 18311865 1848 7 12,630
Artifact Pattern, tends to represent tinted glaze 1911-1917 1941 1 1,941
even more wealth and conspicuous undecorated 1820— 1860 10 18,000
nsumption.
consumplion Yellowsare 1826-1880 1863 4 7,412
300 702,268
The collection from
Woodlawn most closely resembles 702,268 + 390 = 1800.7

the Carolina Astifact Pattern,
consistent with the historical
evidence — which is not terribly surprising. What is
pEE]:laPS more surprising is that the collections do not
reveal more evidence of wealth,

This leads us into a brief discussion of the
nature of these collections. To say that the materials
from the shovel tests were [ragmentecl is almost an
understatement. The pieces were very sma.u, often less
than Ya-inch in diameter and not infrequently as small
as Yi-inch. While plowing is at least partially
responsﬂ:le, this seems to be far more ﬁagmsntation
than is normally seen in plowecl collections, We are
inclined 1o believe that we are seeing not only the results
of plowing, but also the effects of Kester's facade
reconstructions, Hoplzina' mul’ciple gracler cuts and
]:naclzﬁﬂing, and Underwood's garden grac]ing — as well
as other, thus far un:ecognized, actions J.uring the
twentieth centuwry. In sum, the arc]:laeological
collections reveal the extraordinary amount of grouncl
distuxl:ing activities which have taken place at this site.
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It's also useful to very larieﬂy consider the
collections which have been derived from the surveys in
the vicinity of the Pope-Leighey House {Lewis and
Parker 1987, Lewis 1997). The materials, shown in
Table 5, resemble those found in the shovel testing,
although the variety is more extensive. In spite of this,
the mean ceramic date for these materials is about 1801
— only 5 years eatlier than the date determined from
the shovel test collections.

What is far different is the pattern analysis.
The materials from the vicinity of the Pope—Leigl'ley
House very c!OSe]y resemble the Carolina Slave Artifact
Pattern. This type of pattern would be expecled from
eiglﬂ:eent]n century slave assern]:[a.ges where there was
very ephemera.l architecture and the collection is
dominated }:ny Kitchen artifacts — which is exactly what

we see in this collection.




SURVEY RESULTS

Lewis and Parker (1987) and Lewis (1997)
hoth comment on this unusual assemlalage, mentoning
that in spite of the artifact density, there seems to be no
evidence of architecture — no brick founclations, no
good evidence of features or occupation. It may be that
these materials are representative of a previous}y
unrecognizecl slave component at Woodlawn. 1f this is
the case this site arca is of very EIPE'Cial importance.
Unforl‘una‘l-ely, the shovel test survey in this area failed
to iclenﬁ]r:y any remaing — ]J]?ely the result of only a
small number of shovel tests &c’l:ua.uy {:a.umg into the

arca. -

The Definition of 44FX1146

We have modified the original site boundaries
to take in an area measuring about 500 feet northwest-
southeast by 1800 feet southwest-northeast, or about
20.9 acres. These boundaries are based on hoth the
shovel tests, the topography, and the historic structures.

We have included all of the shovel tests that we
believe form the core of the collection north of US 1.
To this we have acl:lecl, at the north enc]., an area
measuring about 500 feet ]:ry 300 feet (3.4 acres) in
order to take in the collections previousl'y encountered
by the National Trust in the vicinity of the Pope-
Leighey House (Lewis and Parker 1987, Lewis 1997).
We felt this was necessary, in spite of our shovel tests all
]aeing negative in this area, given the quantities of
material previously reported (Tables 5 and 6).

We also took into account the topography and
National Trust boundaries. For exarnp]e, the
northwestern Loun&ary is not only the property 1ine, but
also the eclge of a signJ'JL_icant slopa.:‘ Lilzewiﬂe, to the
southeast there is another slope, down toward US 1.
Not only did we find notlﬁng on this slope, but

]Jistorica]ly noth'mg ever geems to have been mentioned

2 While the area to the norﬂlwest, at the base of the
slope, is t]:tougllt to have been Woodlawn's pleasu.re gardens,
this area was c]EVelUped L}" Fort Belvoir without the benefit of
any arcl-meclogical investigation. Consequently, there is no
way to determine what rnig]:d: have been there origina.uy.
Toclay, howevar, the slope is all that remains intact and it
serves ag a reasonable IJounclary.

in this area.

Finauy, we incorpora,tecl Grand View, the
house built in 1859 by Jacob Troth. This is in spite of
our failure to iclentigy any sigm'ﬁcan’c quantity of
materials in this portion of the sitga.3 We have no good
reason to include it with the Woodlawn site, except that
we expect additional research to show a Humng together
of remains from the vicinity of this structure with those
from the Wood]awn mausion. Future researchers, after
additional investigation in this area, may desire to block
it out and assign a separate site number.

Excluded from the site houndaries as we define
them are the possil)le architectural remains reportecl I)y
Flanagan (1985) along the edge of Pole Road. We
found no e\jiclence of a.rc]:laeologic‘a.l or architectural
remains in this area. Should this reputecll site area be
found in the fu’ture, the boundaries can be increased to
incorporate the area or, a.ltema,tively, a new site can be

defined (lyase& on the nature of the materials

en counte:ecl} .

The central UTM coordinates of this site are
Zone 18, 314170F 4287370N — the same as the
original site centerpoint. This site encorapasses ahout
30% of the area defined as a National Historic
Landmark.

Soils in the site area are variable, reflecting the
extersive modifications found around the main house.
For axample, Shovel Test 10 on Transect 3, between
the main house and the visitor parlzi.ng area, revealed
about 0.3 foot of dark brown sandy loam which likely
reflects lanclscaping fill over 0.6 foot of hg]:d: brown
loamy clay, repregenting the origi_nal A horizon. Below
this is a firm. orange clay. In contrast, between the
house and southern gardens, Shovel Test 16 on
Transect 6 revealed ahout 0.8 foot of brown loamy clay,
per]:aps la.nclscaping fill or some other modified soil
zome, overlying 0.5 foot of light brown loamy clay,
which in turn overlaid subsoil. In contrast, to the east
of the main house, toward the ice house, the soils seem

less distutbed, with brick fragments noted in the soil

3 There is a filled well under the POTC]J of Grand
View, accordi.tlg to Frick (1953:6).
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profiles to c].epl:]m of about 1.3 feet.

The vanablllf:y in the soil proﬁleﬂ reveals that
there has heen so much alteration of the ovarlying soi]s,
it would be difficult to reconstruct the original soil
pm{iles or clepths for much of the site area.

Site Asgessment

Tt is appropriate, from a management
perspective, to explore whether site 44FX1146 is
Bignificant. Qr, put another way, would it be appropriate
for Woodlawn Plantation to also be listed on the
National Register for its arol'laeological research
potential (i.e., under Criterion D),

The data sets identified J‘JY this initial gurvey
are limited to archaeological materials — ceramics,
nails, window glass, fragments of container gla'SS, and
such — none of which seem very exciting. Moreover,
these remains are I‘Jig}:ly fragmauted, suggestive that
they have scen considerable abuse since &eposiﬁon. We
did not, for example, encounter any clear evidence of
features, except for one very important exception. We
did relocate the black staining mentioned by Hopleins in
the weat ya_rcl of the main house. Another archaeologicai
{eature — the ice house — was found t]nroug]n research
to have been almost completely excavated. Qther
regearch suggests that so much land alteration has
occurred hat the poten{‘ial for the identification of
features must be viewed somewhat skepticaﬂy.
Moreover, documentary research also suggests that the
mulﬁp[e putting up and ta]ang down or rewotlzi_ug of the
wings and lzyphens has lilzely deshoyed any evidence of
builders’ trenches. Much of the area under the main
house has also been disturbed. .

In other words, the data sete — and their
integrity — seem to be low. This would make any
efforts at arcl‘naeological research difficult.

We must temper this assessment, ]:lowever,
with the observation that in spite of the intensity of this
testing, there are still many areas which did not receive
the level of testing that we would have liked to see.

For example,. there is cornpe]]ing evidence that
individual planfa,tion structures cannot be rea]is’cically
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identified using a testing interval greater than 25 feet
(see, for exa.mple, Keel 1999). In £ac"|:, an interval of 10
to 20 feet is likely to be even more effective, assuming
such an approach is cost-effective. In other words, the
current level of investigation is ]j]zely naot a.clequate to
conclude that no additional structures are present in the
site area.

This alsc means that even while the
judgmental tests failed to iclanﬁfy the location of the
positecl northern privy, we cannot conclude that it does
not exist, or that the previous lanclscap'mg activities have
clesh:oyed any evidence of it. In fact, privies, because of
the their construction attributes, are ]i_lzely to be well
defined in the archaeological record, We sirnply have
not aclequa’cely tested for it.

In a similar fashion we have an inaclequate
sample to app'ropriately address the issue of structural
remains to the south of the main house. In spite of the
garclen modifications and the more recent gracling for
pa.tl?ing, thie area, with additional cloge interval testing,
may reveal evidence of the servants’ quarters. Reference
to Figure 21 does reveal a number of positive shovel
tests in this particular area.

Other speci{-ic site areas, such as the garclnen
house reported by Hopkins and the foundation wall
repor’cecl by Frick, also remain to be relocated by very
close interval testing.

Pinally, the assemblage in the vicinity of the
Pope—Leig]:ley House is of specia.[ interest since it may
represent evidence of a slave settlement at Woodlasm.
While there has been much effort to interpret the main
house and the lifewayﬂ o£ the Lewises, the African
Americans at Woodlawn have received rather modest
attention. The remains in this area, with additional
shlcly, May be able to help xecﬁfy this.

As a reault, we recommend that the
archa.eological remains identified in the study area be
considered potentia]}y eligible for inclusion on the
National Register of Historic Places under Criterion D.
In the conclusion of this stucly we will revisit this issue
and outline our recommendations for a second, more
intensive level of investigation,




SURVEY RESULTS

Based on the current s‘hldy we do not helieve
that the area outside the defined 44FX1146 site
boundary exhibits significant archaeological potential.

Area South of US 1
The area south of US 1 includes the Otis
Tuften Mason houae, a si.mple nineteenth century
vernacular form, as well as what was originaﬂy the
Sharpe stable complex, built in 1912, The area is 56.4
acres incorporating a few fringe wooded areas, although
most of the tract is in pasture, horse pac].&oclzﬂ, or
stables. This area has never been assignecl a site number
and is not incorpord‘re& within the boundaries of the
National Historic Landmark, but is included with the
houndaries of the National Register property.

The area of lng]n pro]:aj:i.]ity on this side of US
1 was laid out to measure ahout 550 feet east-west Ly
450 feet north—souﬂ:l, encompassing about 5.7 acres.
The remaining 50.7 acres fell into the low probability
zone. A total of 613 shovel testa were laid out in this
portion of the survey tract — 192 shovel tests in the
high probahility area, which an additional 421 laid out
in the low probability area. Of the latter, 202 were not
excavated because of slopes over 10° or because they
fell into “high use” horse areas where it was deemed
. unsafe to conduct shavel testing. These shovel test
locations were examined as part of the pedestrian survey

and in virtuaﬂy all of these arcas there was excellent
surface v151]31].1ty

Only six shovel tests and five surface area
inspections in this area of the survey tract were positive,
reprasenting 1.8% of the total. Of these, five are
scattered in the high—prol;al)ﬂil‘y area. The remaining six
are found in various Uu’clying areas and are inferpreted
as isolated remains (Figure 21).

Consic].ering first those materials not included
in the lng]:l pro]:a.l)ﬂil:y area, we identified two clear glass
Eragments and one piece of window glass from Shavel
Test 19 on Transect 55. An additional four shovel tests
excavated in a cruciform around this positive test
procluced no additional materials. The materials from
this test are considered isolated finds.

One surface find and one positive shovel test

(ST 13) were found on Transect 58. The surface find
was three injectal:rle vaccine bottles, lilzely associated
with veterinary care of the horses in the area. These are
modern and considered an isclated find. ST 13 yielded
one &agment of clear glaﬂs, which appears to be modern
hased on clan'l'y and condition. No additional shovel
tests were excavated around this particular find,

On Transect 68 we identified two surface
finds. The first was near Shovel Test 4 and consisted of
one light green and one clear glass fragment. No
materials were {ound in the shovel tests. These materials
are modern and no additional testingrwas conducted.
Near Shovel Test 8 we zecovered one green glass
fragmen‘c and one clear gla.ss. Again, these items are
modern and are [J']Eely associated with the current
activities on the tract. No additional shovel tests were
excavated in this area. Both finds are inl:erpretecl as
isolated remains.

Finally, on Transect 658, Shovel Test 13
yielc].e& two J1:_ta.gn1.em.’cs of bxowvm gla.ss, two Jl‘a:a.grnente of
light green gla.ss, 2 milk glass &a.grnen’cs, five Eragments
of clear bottle gla.-is, and one ﬁagment of window glass.
This test is situated at the Dogue Creek forest margin.
There is no evidence of any structural remains in the
area. A series of eight additional shovel tests in this area
procluced no additional materials. Tt seems li.kely that
these remains reflect mid-twentieth century trash
clisposal at the margin of the property. Al’chough a
number of items were recovered from the one shavel
test, in the absence of additional materia}s, this is also
considered an isolated find.

Turning to the area within the 11.1g11 pro]:a}::i]ity
boundaries, two of the five finds are clearly isolated. On
Transect 55 a surface find, a {ragment of “black” glass,
was recovered in the vicinity of Shovel Test 1. This
carne from the pacldocli area just to the south of US 1.
This area is in constant use and is extensively eraded.
Since the shovel tests in this area failed to reveal any
buried cleposits (an&, in fa.c’c, confirmed the erosion and
£ill episocles, along with the heavy horse use} no
a.&clitionai, close-interval tests were excavated. This is
considered an isolated J;:incL. although it may have
originated at the Otis T. Mason house.

On Transect 58, hetween shovel tests 8 and 9
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we recovered a small fragment of brown salt glazec].
stoneware. A series of five shovel tests were placecl at
this location {a central test at the find and four
additional tests at 25 foot intervals in o cruciform
pattern). None p:ocluced additional remains. This item
is also considered an isolated find. We suspect that it
origiuatecl at the Otis T. Mason house.

The Otis T. Mason House — 44FX 2461

The final three shovel tests were all situated
north of the Ctis T. Mason house Transect 57, Shovel
Tests 8, 9, and 10). These finds are shown in Table 7
and appear consistent with the types of materials which
would be found in the vicinity of a mid- to late
nineteenth cenifm:y structure.* What is laclzi_ug are
temporally diagnostic materials. In fact, the additional
shovel tests pla.cecl in the site area revealed no addttional
materials, The soils are not ero&.ecl, exhj]:iﬁng about 0.6
foot of brown B;m&y loam aver a mottled clay subsoil.

Additional dlose interval shovel tests failed to
reveal any additional materials, suggesting a very clean,
weufleep‘l: yatcl. Whethex this was the historical nature of
the house or whether this may reflect some type of
twentieth cenfury modifications i not clea.rly
understood. It is also possi]::le that additional, more
intensive, close interval inspection of this property may
better define the boundaries and contribute a fuller
unclerstancling of artifact c].ensﬂ:y at the site,

For the current study, the l}ounclary of this site
is estahlished as measuring shout 200 feet north-south
by 100 fect east-west, to encompass about 0.5 acre. The
central UTM coordinates for this site are Zone 18,
314200E 4286960N.

Qur investigation failed to reveal any details
concerning the }muse, other than that the only known
well for the house has been in constant use, preclucling
it being a potenﬁal art‘l'_laeological feature. During the
early Trust activities on the site Frick observed that:

# The house was ]i]zel‘y constructed after 1865 and
was probably used through about 1905, when it was purchased
by Elizabeth Sharpe. A ca. 1890 photograph shows the use
during its Period of active use (Wel'mer et al. 1980:Figure S}.
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Table 7.
Artifacts Recovered from the Vicinity of the
Otis T. Mason House (Transect 57)

Astifacts STg ST9 Sl
container glass, clear 2 2 6
window glass 1

UID nail fragment 1 1
wire nail fragment 3
;oof'i.ug nm.l 1
UID metal ﬁagments 2

the well at the Mason House is a
drilled well which was foolishly surlk
within the confines of the older dug
well. Tt is unsealed, and to be safe
would have to have an extension put’
on the casing plus a proper seal
(Frick 1953:6).

We did not inguire al:out, or examine, this well clurmg
our survey since Prick’s description makes it clear that
it is un]ﬂze]ly to yiel(l any significant arcl’laeological

remains.

At the present time our asgessment of this site
is somewhat aml)iguous. The data sets present are very
limited, both in terms of quantity and also diversity. We
failed to iclenﬁfy any archaeological features and the
artifacts recovered fail to include ceramics or other
datable remains. In fact, tlley are even unstitable for
even the most simple pattern studies. This may indicate
that refuse from the house was taken to a clump pite or
that the shovel test stratedy was unable to examine
enough of the site area.

We recommend the site as poten’ciaﬂy eligi[ale,
pencling additional investigations. f more extensive, and
variecl, data sets are encountered then at least this
portion of the National Register site south of US I may
be considered also eligi]ale under Criterion D.




CONCLUSIONS

Summary

As a result of this work Woodlawn Plantation,
held }Jy the National Trust for Historic Preservation
since the early 1950s, has received its first thorough
arc]:laeological survey. In the past the Trust's primary
concern was with the care and maintenance of the
various architectural resources on the property. This
purvey marks a new phase in how the property is cared
for and interpretecl.

The a.rc]:laeological investigation has the
proverbial “good news” ~— “bad news” components, The
bad news is that much of the a.rchaeologica] potential of
the tract has been diminished by years of “restoration”
effcrts. Bach successive ovmer — and owner's architect
— has sougllt to remake Woodlawn in the image t]ney
had of the proper Georgian colonial mansion. This
resulted in &amage to the archaeologica.l resources
through construction activities — falci.ug walls down and
putting up new ones, gra&ing hew access roa.ds, placing
new utilities, and so forth. Tt resulted in cla.mage
tl:u:ougll landscaping efforts — ad.c].mg gardans,
re{ormati:iug gardens, and esta]:lialﬁn.g new plan’cings.
The "arclueological" investigations conducted Ly
architect Alden Hoplzms in 1953 did far more harm to
the resources than goocl. Hop]zins left us almost _not]:u'ng
in terms of documentation and the work seems to have
told us little about the original garden. The decision to
use the area around the Otis T. Mason house as stable
property seems to have diminished the archa.eological
resources of this parl:icular area. The decision to
“excavate” the ice house, but maintain no notes, take
no p]mtograp]:us, and forgo BCreening for arl:ifacts, has
drama,ﬁca].[y reduced the a!n.llty of this feature to
contribute information congerning this parﬁcular aspect
of the plantaﬁon. Even routine maintenance has
resulted in some unfortunate c}:toioes, such as the use of

some site areas for deposition of ]:)r.'usll, Iogs, gravel, and
other materials.

As a result of these activities the archaeological

integrity of Woodlawn is certainly not as clear toc]ay as
it was in the early 1900s. It is not easy to decide
whether Woodlawn's archﬂeological remains have the
al)i]i’cy to address significant research guestions. While
unforhma’ce, these are the issues which sometimes
occur, The way arc]naeology is done has changecl over
time, as has the unders’candi.ng of its importance.

The goocl news is three-fold. First, we have
comple‘ced a detailed s'lru&y that includes the information
necessary to help gu.ide future management activities at -
Woodlawn. Recommendations regarc].ing this particular
issue are offered below. This information is
irﬂnledia{e]'y available and can be irnplemented, if
desired, into Woodlawn's daily activities immediately,
without any further study or inveatigation.

Seconcl, the current stucly Legins to more
clea.tly define the arc]:la.eological parameters of
Woodlawn, defining two archaeologieal sites and
establishing reasonably accurate boundaries. One site,
4417X1146, is the Woodlawn Plantation main complex,
a.ltllough it also includes the Troth House. This site,
measuring ahout 500 feet northwest-southeast by 1800
feet Boutllw&i"c-norfheas’c, incorporates about 20.7 acres.
The other site, 44FX2461, is the Otis T. Mason house
and yard site. It measures only 200 by 100 feet, or
about 0.5 acre.

Ancl 'l:lnircl, the current research e.s’ta]alis]:.es for
us, in pretty clear terms, where we need to conduct”
additional research. This ]:Lelps us focus our efforts not
on the entire 126 acre tract, but on those Bp-eci{ie areas
where more detailed investigations are not only
appropriate, but also most cost-effective.

Research Topics at Woodlawn, 44FX1146

As Previously discussed, the assessment of
44FX1146 provides mixed results. The data sets do
not, at first glance, seer to exhibit much variety and
are relatively sparse, There are also issues concerning
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the integrity of those data sets which are present.

On the other hanc]., the artifacts which are
present suggest a mean ceramic date between 1800 and
1805. In contrast, the mean historic clai:e, {or the Lewis
occupation alone, is 1823. For the combined Lewis and
Tro’ch—Giﬂingham occupation the mean historic date is
extended to 1840. On the other hand, if we assume
. that there was some sort of ocoupation in the site area
with the beginning of the Washington period, then at
the end of the Lewis occupation the mean historic date
would be 1800,

In other worc]s, either the mean ceramic date
is unexpec’cecﬂy earIy — and we have to look for some
sort of explanation associated speci_ﬁca]}y with the
Lewises’" occupation and Hestyle — or we need to
consider that there may have heen some sort of
settlement in the site area prior to the . Lawises
e.sfalaksizing their mansion on Grays Hifl.

This {:mclmg opens some previously unexplorecl
territory that deserves very careful historical research.
For exarnple, it would be worthwhile to review
Washington's plantation records and papers for any
evidence of an cazlier settlement in this area, as well as
reasonable to review the Lewises' letters and papers for
any evidence that the economic conditions were so
severe that they resulted in massive curtailments of
ceramics purchases after about 1810. This historical
research should he combined with additional
archaeologica.l investigations intended to icIentify better
preservecl collections of materials associated with the
plan’cation.

There is, of course, one additional explanaﬁon
— one which archaeologis’ts have ljegun to recognize as
a signiﬁcanl' factor in some areas. We are discovering
that on some sites there is a signiﬁcan’c tima-lag
between a ceramic’s mean date, and its deposition in the
a.rchaeological record — so much so that one
arcllaeolagis{, William Aclarns, sugglests that ceramics
last 20 to 30 years in a household before heing
discarded. Aclc]ing 25 yearms to the mean ceramic date of
1800 would yield 1825 — and a pretty reasonable
concurrence with the mean historic date. Yet there is
clisagreernent concerning this. One significant problem
iz that we don't see this time la.g at all sites. Are we to
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app[y it only when it helps us reconcile the
archaeological and historical evidence? That isn't a
Parl:icularfy useful approacli. Moreover, are we to
assume that the Lewises, reported by at least some
historians to be 1iving extravagantly, would retain
ceramics S0 long past their pea}e in popularity?

So, in a sense, we have come full circle. There
are a variety of explanations for the available data. We
need now to explore and examine the specific
circumstances at Woodlawn more carefuﬂy in order to
arrive at some reasonable conclusion. Regar&less of the
outcome, this line of research may offer an en‘cire]y new
dimension to our unclemtancling of Woodlawm. Tt
represents research which should not be passecl up.

The current research also provi&ecl one possil:ule
expla.na’cion for both the accurrence of materials in the
viciniky of the POpe-Leighey House, as well as an
axplanation for their seem.ingly unusual pattern. The
artifact pattern from the previous surveys and limited
tegting in this area closely resemble the existing
Carolina Slave Artifact Pattern — typical of eighteenth
century slave settlements in the Carolinas and, we

bahave, Virginia.

As Sanford explaij:ua, the last quarter of the
eig}lteen’th century was a Periocl of change in the way
slavery occurred at Virginia plantations. There was a
movement from a Etaple crop to one of diversified
agriculture: “high population density, a reduced tobacco
markst, and increased land pressure led to new
emphases on grains and plantation self-sufficiency”
{Sanford 1996:133). So how might these changes have
affected the slaves at Woodlawn, 7Wl‘1‘iC]:l had to import
food from another plan‘taﬁon in order to support the
slave population?

IHow also does Woodlawn's slavery compare
with that found at Washing’ton's Mount Vernon
Plantation. Research there (see, for example, Pogue and
White 1991) is Lsginning to provicle a Jr‘ai.1:1y coherent
view of W&sl’u'_ng’con'a evolution of slave management.
How migh’c Woodlawn — seeming[y under a less
benevolent master ~— be different?

There are, of course, additional research topics
which are more directed at reconstructing the plantation
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1anclsca.pe at Waodlawm, We have previously outlined
five specific tasks, based on questions or clues from the
historie re!earcl'x, that we Believe are not only
appropriate, but critical for further research. These
include:

® Tnvestigation the area northeast of
the main house {north ‘faca.cle) in an
effort to locate a matching privy. The
current research points to tiwo
different areas. Qur initial efforts
found attifacts at hoth. Research
here  will hlzely require block

excavations.

® Excavations in the area southwest
of the main house (south facade)in
an efort to locate the servant's
quatters, whether poatl:eﬂum or
antebellum,  Again, there are
tantalizing clues in the historical

recorcl, but no firm evidence.

® Research the area northeast of the
main howse in an effort to locate the
garclen house. Here it may he
possi]:le to use close interval testing
to locate the structure, but afterwards
it deserves to he fully expoaed and
interpreter_].

» Another mystery is the area of
Frick's water line for a fire hydrant
from the Lewis Heiglﬂ's area, where
he reported a brick wall. Is this the
ga.rclen structure shown by Hoplzi.ns
or comething different? Close
interval testing, combined with slot

trenches would lilcely resolve the
question.

® ‘There should also he some effort to
determine if there is, in fa.ct, a
structure at the southwest edge of the
property, as reported l:\y Flanagan. |t

BO, what is it?

Although these  research topice  are

particularistic, they are very much associated with the
interpretation of Woodlawn to the puJ:lic — one of the
major concerns of the Trust.

A final topic wozt]ny of brief mention is the
further investigation of both the Troth and Mason
houses. From the earliest reports of Frick, the Trust
seems to have viewed these resources primarily in the
context of “tenant” houges: how can tl'iey be used for
income or ]:Lousing of staff. There seems to have been
telatively little effort to understand their place in the
context of Woodlawn's history.

For exa.mple, how did Q‘ualzers live on
Woodlawn? Did they move out of the mansion hecause
it was in Jisrepair_, Eirnply too 1arga for their needs, or
because it tepresen’ced a way of life that conflicted with
their simplicity? How does the Troth house reflect the
lifewa.ys of nineteenth century Qua.lzers? What sort of
refuse pattern — or artifact pattem —is associated with
their accupation? We have alread.y noted an ahundance

of slate fragments. Might these represent writing slates
from the QUAEE‘E‘B‘ efforts at education?

One resource we have not examined is the well
under the Troth porch. In addition, what might very
close interval testing in the Troth yarcl reveal?

Tn 2 similar fashion, the Mason house Tequires
far more investigation than this initial survey has been
able to devote to it. Arze the arc]:aeological cleposits
acIEquately intact to allow the house to address questions
concerning farmsteads in the last half of the nineteenth
century?

We have poser_] many questions in this
discussion — not to irnply that we know nothing, but
rather to clea.r[y reveal that Woodlawm may have the
potential to address issues far Leyoncl the li{eways of the
famous elite. The National Trust has an interesting
tesource which has not yet been fuﬂy tapped.

Recommenflaﬁons

We divided our recommendations into two
categories. The firat offers a few observations on how
additional research at Woodlawn may be conducted,
ta.l?ing into acoount what we have learned from the
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current project. The second set of recommendations are
oriented toward the management of the resources, with
the goal of maintaining their current condition and
preventing any further deterioration of the rescurce.

Future Historical and
Archaeological Investigations

Much of the available secondary historical
sources available for this st‘ucl'y focused on the pIaca of
the Lewises in the Washington family. While
interesting and useful in terms of the context, it doesn't
go far enou.gh‘ A critical neec]., in temms of our
archaeologioal understanding of Woodlawn, is more
historical research with a sp-ec:i.{'lc goal of p'roviding
information relevant to archaeoldgical research. The
previous discussions have provic'le& some idea of the
topics appropriate, inclucling studies of the ]Juying and
consumner habits of the Lewises, their econormic status
tllrougliou’t their owners]:lip, more speci.‘Eic information
on land-use activities, and a far broader focus on the
Afvican American slaves on Woodlawn, Tt would be
useful to accumulate {as has alrea&y }:;eQun at
Woo&lavm) and interpret historical photogmp]:m,
including those 2erial images available from the 1930s

on.

Alt]noug}l it may not be feasible to have this
historical research conducted by an archaeologist, it
would be wise to have an intercliscip]jnary team,
established under a i:ruly equal pa.rtuersl-nip. We have
learned tl:.rough many projects that often what
historians find interesting and useful in their work may
provic].e little useful data to archa.eological investigations.

Woodlawn should ealso cliligently work on
integrating the archaeologica} and historical studies into
the Puljlic interpretation of Woodlawn, Just as the
National Park Service is worlai_rlg to more aclequately
and accurately integrate African American slavery into
its interpretation of our nation's historical pa.rl:es, so too
should Woodlawm seek to add additional dimensions to
this unique and beautiful site.

Field investigations at a variety of plantation
sites  have repea‘te&ly demonstrated  that the
identification of structures can only be achieved by
using very close interval testing. While 20 feet may be
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adequate, 10 feet is far better. Although this may seem
labor intensive, it is often far quiclzer — and more
successful — than a variety of other techniques. We
believe that any effort to id.enﬁfy specific huﬂ&inga at
Woodlawn would do well to begin with this sort of close
interval festing.

Our field investigations also reveal that the
artifacts at the site may be small and {:ragmentecl. In
aclclition, there appears to ke considerable st-ratigrap[u'c
mixing and alteration of the natural soil profiles. In
order to minimize the effects of I)oth, we recormmend
that future testing use 2-loot units, rather than the
standard I-foot shovel test. The 4-fold increase in
volume and available proﬁle provides a larger sample of
materials and also provio]es a greater opportunity to
examine and interpret soil profiles. Both lead to greater
interpretative validity.

Finauy, we have tried to produce a map with all
of the currently available irformation placecl as
accurately as possible, If Woodlawn is serious in
focuaing on and exploring‘ its archaeo]ogical po’centia.l,
it would be a wise investment to create an accurate site-
wide gn’d into which all future work could be integratecl.
This would help ensure that the results of one stuv}y can
be understood in the broadsr context of the site.

Management Activities

First and most ﬁuza’amenfa”y, we
recommend that no grouna] stturl-ing activities be
undertaken within the boundaries of aithar of the two
sites ic!enir:ﬂea] on the survey bract without a detailed
arcllaeofogical assessment.

At the rigk of seeming inflexible, it is critical
for us to empl'msize that we very !)roaclly interpret
“ground disturbing.” It should include any excavation
— the gra.ding for a clriveway, the placement of & new
utility, or the planting of a new rose bush.

Qround clisturbing also means using an area
for the storage of gmvel {since the gra.vel compacts soil
and it is impossil:le to remove it without some grouncl
modification), or for the deposit of brush and leaves
(since these have the potential to alter soil chemistry,
limit the poten‘l:ial for the area to be investigated, and
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may have seconclary damage associated with them).

Ground &is’ru.r]:i.ug should also be understood
to include any activities taken Ly residents in the two
historic houses. At the Troth house . for example, there
are gardens, a Earbeque pit, and other yard activities. All
of these have affected the archaeological resoutces and
none should be conducted in the future without an

arcljaeological agsesament,

Moreover, Woodlasm should understand that

many decisions have signi{:icant, and long—term
imp]_icaﬁons to the arcl:aeological resources. Many years

ago a decision was made to lease the stable facilities
south of US 1. This decision seems to have been made
without regarcl for the archaaological implications.
Through Hme erosion has taken place, demolition and
re]:mﬂcling has occurred., £l has been added to fields,
woods have been cleare:l, pastures have been ex’cencled,
and other fixtures have heen added, All of these actions
— directly or inclirectly sternming from the decision to
lease the Sl’xa.rpe stables — have had dramatic impacts
on the amlnaeologica] resources of the area.

Not all activities require the same intensity of
investigation, but tl'ley all require some level of B"l;udy.

It seems that too often in Woodlawn's past
recommendations for archaeological studics were not
implernentecl. Often the lack of fundy was cited. This is
u_uaccepta.hle. The Trust has the same olahgat'ion to its
below grounrl resources as it does to those above ground.
I there aren’t funds for an arc]:taeological study, then
the proposecl un&er’caleing should be posf:poned until
such time as funds can he made available.

At other times arclla.eo]ogical investigations
were not conducted hecause the definition of grouncl
disturbance was too strict. For example, considerable fill
was added to the southem garclens, bat no
archaeological sl'ucly was undertaken since this work did
not involve cutting. Yet the recommendations to make
careful notes on what was done were iguorecl. We have
no information on how much scil was ac].decl, exacl;ly
where it was a.c]x:].ecl, how it was placec}., what sort of
activities took place to ready the ga.rden for the fill, or
what other activities might have taken place. Nor do we
have any goocl information on how this fill may be

affecting buried archacological deposits. Was there any
change is soil chernistry? Was the ground compaction
changecl? There is goo& evidence that [l activities
create adverse effects on arcl'laeological resources. If fill
is ever to be used, an archaeological investigation should
he ma.n&a’cory.

Our second recommendation is that
Woodlawn integrate archacology into their site-wide
disaster plarming. There are a number of disasters
which have the po’cenﬁal to a&versely affect
archaeological resources. Woods fires may result in the
use of fire plows, damaging archaeological sites,
Tornadoes may uproot trees, with the su]:usequent rush
to “clean-up” and “restore” causing additional logging
clamage to f:ragile arc]:aeological resources. Even a house
fire may result in the loss or clamage to critical
archaeologica.l collections or field records. The Trust
should sesk to ensure that steps are taken 1o protect the
archaeo]ogical resources even in the midst of disaster.

T?:irc.], we recommend that some standard
curatorial practices be establishad for the care of
arc]:aeobgica] collections and ﬁefcl records. Woodlawn
currantly lacks appropriate curatorial space. During our
visit it was difficult to iclenti{y and find materials
relevant to the si:ucly. Some atcl-meological materials
were never found. Some from other collections were
missing or misplacecl. There is a clear need for
additional space in which to organize and appropriately
store collections, additional storage equipment such as
B]:Lelving and map cases, and additional staff able 1o
devote the time necessary to these tasks.

Lacking any established curatorial practices for
arc]:aeological collections we established a simple system
and lnegan the process Ly ca’caloging both our collections
and those previous collections which could be located
during our visit. We believe that the system is simple,
yet Hexible enough for future expansion. We
recommend that ca’caloging be maintained in a
consistent fashion.

In parﬁcular it is eritical that all records and
reports associated with a particu.la: project be
maintained with the collections and under as much care
as the collecﬁons themselves. The coﬂeotions, without
the associated notes, c].ocu_mentaﬁon, and reports, are
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virl‘ua.Hy useless. This means that not only must
curatorial etfort he spent on the coﬂections, but also the

associated docu.menta’tion.

Fourtfl, we recommend that the Trust conduct
archacological conservation on a number of specimens
atﬂeutly on exhibit. These items are not i.ncorpo-ra’ced
into the ca‘l'a_loging gystem, but should be clurmg
conservation treatment. Cun:ently these objects are in
an advanced state of deterioration with evidence of
active corrosion. Conservation treatments will
clmmaﬁcaﬂy prolong their lifespan, which is Illzely
critical consi.lering their wse in displays and
interpretation. While Chicora conducts such
treatments, there is also an archaeological conservator

in Alexandria, within very close proximity to
WOO&{&W‘H.!

Fifth, and at a very site spa:r'ﬁ'c level, wa recommend
that a Loumlary fonce ba established around the
deﬁnecl area of the Mason house site to eliminate any

future horse related activity. This will help clearly
establish the arca as one aeserving of protection.

Sixth, we recommend that afl sl‘aﬁ( members, docents,
vofum‘eers, and those ]easiﬂg or renting space at
Woodlawn receive some mandalory training in
arc]meofogr‘caf issues. This can be &evelope& Ly the
Trust's archaeologisi: and can serve to increase the
sensitivity 1o, and u.u&ers’ca.n&mg of, arc}laeological
issues and requirements. [t helps to periodically
reinforce exactly wl'\y ground diﬂhxrl;ing activities are °
dama.gi.ng to arcl:aeological resources. [t also ]JEIPS staff
and docents explaiJ:L to the pul)lic the role of a.tcl'meology
in the interpretation of Woodlawn. But most
irnportantly, it helps remind those who, on a cla].l'y l)a.sis,
are 'mtimatel'y associated with Woodlawn as an above-
grou.ncl resource, that there are equauy important below
grouncl remains.

' Ma, Lise Young, Alexandria Conservation
Services, Ltd., 5001 Andrea Ave., Annandale, Virginia
22303, 703/503-5346, conserveit@earthlink.net.
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Cata.log Number Description Provenience
Abbreviations used on catalog sheets:
T- Transect
ST- Shavel Test
[UID- Unidentifiable
TU- Test Unit
Recorded By:  D. Hacker Date: 6 January 2000
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CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.
PO Box 8604
Columbia, 8C 20202
ARTIFACT CATALOG
State:| V [ A | County: Fairfax Site #: 44FX1146 Ace. No.;
Project: Woodlawn Survey Site Name: ~ Woodlawn Plantation
Catalog Number Description Provenience
44FX1146-1-1 2 glass, clear T#1 ST#3 (Nov. 1999)
2-1 1 glass, aqua T#1 ST#S
2-2 1 brick fragment
3-1 1 slate fragment T#1 ST#10
4-1 {1 slate fragment - [T#1 ST#13
4-2 1 UID nail fragment
5-1 1 UID nail fragment T#2 STH#9
5-2 1 coal fragment
6-1 1 creamware, undecorated T#2 ST#10
6-2 1 glass, clear
6-3 1 UID nail fragment _
7-1 1 pearlware, undecorated T#2 ST#11
7-2 1 whiteware, undecorated
7-3 1 UID nail fragment
7-4 1 glazed brick fragment
3-1 I glass, brown T#3 ST#3
8-2 1 glass, green
8-3 1 UID nail fragment
8-4 1 quartz chunk
9-1 " |1 creamware, undecorated T#3 ST#8
9-2 1 glass, clear
10-1 1 pearlware, undecorated T#4 ST#10
10-2 1 window glass
11-1 1 window glass T#3 STH#I2
11-2 1 UID nail fragment '
12-1 1 white saltglazed stoneware, undecorated T#3 ST#13
12-2 1 pearlware, undecorated
12-3 1 pearlware, green edge
12-4 1 brown saltglazed stoneware

Recorded By: Debi Hacker Date: 6 January 2000
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CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.
PO Box 8664
Columbia, SC 20202
ARTIFACT CATALOG
State:] V| A | County: Fairfax Site #: 44FX1146 Ace. No.:
Project: Woodlawn Survey Site Name:  Woodlawn Plantation
Catalog Number Description Provenience
44FX1146-12-5 I kaolin pipestern  (5/64")
12-6 2 glazed brick fragments
13-1 2 window glass T#3 ST#14
14-1 | flint fragment . T#3 ST#16
15-1 3 creamware, undecorated © {T#3 ST#18
15-2 1 pearlware, poly hand paint
15-3 1 UID nail fragment
154 1 quartz fragment
15-5 1 vial animal bone
16-1 1 UID nail fragment - T#3 ST#19
16-2 1 vial charcoal
17-1 2 slate fragment T#3 ST#22 N
17-2 3 UID nail fragment
18-1 3 glazed bﬂ;:k fragment T#4 STH#HO
19-1 4 brick fragment T#4 ST#11
20-1 1 whiteware, undecorated T#H4 ST#12
21-1 1 creamware, undecorated T#4 STH14
21-2 1 pearlware, undecorated
21-3 1 pearlware, blue handpaint
214 1 redware, clear lead glaze
21-5 3 window glass
22-1 1 Chinese porcelain, blue handpainted T#4 STH#15
23-1 1 slate fragment T#4 ST#21
23-2 1 window glass
24-1 1 glass, aqua T#4 5T#22
25-1 1 brown salt-glazed stoneware T#5 STH#7
26-1 1 pearlware, blue handpaint T#5 ST#11
26-2 1 peariware, blue transfer print
26-3 1 whiteware, undecorated

Recorded By: Debi Hacker Date:  01-06-00
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CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.

PO Box 8004
C'o]uml;r'a, SC 20202
ARTIFACT CATALOG
State:| V| A | County: Fairfax Site #: 44FX1146 Acc. No.:
Project: ~Woodlawn Survey Site Name: ~ Woodlawn Plantation
Catalog Number Description Provenience
44F X 1146-26-4 1 sandstone fragment T#5 ST#12
27-1 1 whiteware, undecorated T#5 ST#13
27-2 2 slate fragment
28-1 I glass, black T#5 ST#15
28-2 1 window glass
28-3 " {1 "smoothing stonc”
29-1 1 slate fragment T#5 ST#17
30-1 1 glazed brick fragment T#6 ST#3
31-1 1 glass, black [Ti6 STi#4
32-1 4 creamware, undecorated T#HO STHG
32-2 1 pearlware, undecorated
" |32-3 1 whiteware, undecorated
33-1 1 pearlware, blue edge T#6 ST#16
34-1 1 chert fragment ' Ti#6 ST#20
35-1 J 1 pearlware, blue transfer print T#7 ST#5
35-2 1 grey salt glazed stoneware
35-3 1 glass, black
35-4 1 UID nail fragment
36-1 2 whiteware, undecorated [T#'? ST#17
36-2 1 glass, aqua
36-3 1 window glass
37-1 1 whiteware, undecorated T#7 ST#H25
37-2 1 coarse red earthenware, brown lead glaze
38-1 2 pearlware, blue transfer print T#9 STH#4
39-1 1 window glass T#0 ST#8
140-1 1 flower pot rim fragment T#10 ST#12
41-1 1 UID nail fragment T#11 ST#12
42-1 3 pearlware, undecorated T#11 ST#13
42-2 1 glass, clear

Recorded By: Debi Hacker Date:  01-06-00




CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.

PO Box 8004
Columb:'a, 8C 20202
ARTIFACT CATALOG
State:| V | A | County: Fairfax Site #: 44FX1146 Acc. No.:
Project: Woodlawn Survey Site Name: ~ Woodlawn Plantation
Catalog Number Description Provenience
44FX1146-43-1 1 pearlware, green transfer print T#11 ST#H22
43-2 1 glass, clear
43-3 1 UID nail fragment
44-1 1 pearlware, transfer print T#12 ST#3
45-1 1 brown salt-glazed stoneware T#12 ST#5
45-2 1 slate frapment
46-1 1 pearlware, undecorated T#12 ST#10
46-2 I window glass
47-1 1 sandstone fragment T#12 ST#11
48-1 1 glass, black T#16 ST#S
49-1 1 window glass T#16 STH#6
50-1 2 pearlware, undecorated T#20 ST#4
50-2 I pearlware, blue handpaint
50-3 1 grey salt glazed stoneware
50-4 1 glass, black -
50-5 1 UID nail fragment
50-6 1 vial animal bone
51-1 1 grey salt glazed stoneware T#21 STi#4
52-1 1 glass, black T#35 ST#o
53-1 1 glass, black T#35 ST#11
54-1 1 UID burnt material T#37 ST#3
55-1 1 quartz fragment T#37 STi#4
56-1 1 UID iron T#55 ST#1/surface
57-1 1 glass, black THA ST#1
57-2 2 glass, clear
58-1 1 UID nail fragment TH#A STH#2
59-1 2 pearlware, undecorated THA ST#3
59-2 1 slate fragment
59-3 2 UID nail fragment
Recorded By:  Debi Hacker Date: ~ 01-06-00
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CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.
PO Box 8004
Columbia, SC 20202

ARTIFACT CATALOG

Sta’ce:l v I A I County: Fairfax

Site #: 44FX1146

Project: ~Woodlawn Survey

Acc. No.:

Site Name:

Woodlawn Plantation

Catalo g N umber

Deecripﬁon

Provenience

44FX1146-60-1

1 window glass

surface (Icehouse)

61-1 1 peariware, blue edged "Privy" area 1 ST#1
61-2 2 painted plaster

62-1 1 pearlware, blue handpaint "Privy" area 1 ST#l1
62-2 1 window glass

63-1 1 glass, brown "Privy" area 2 ST#1
03-2 1 flower pot fragment

63-3 1 painted asphalt fragment )

64-1 1 pearlware, undecorated "Privy" area 2 ST#2
65-1 2 glass, clear T#55 ST#19

65-2 1 window glass

66-1 mumber not assigned

67-1 [number not assigned _

67-2 number not assigned

67-3 number not assigned

68-1 number not assigned

08-2 mumber not assigned

68-3 number not assigned

68-4 number not assipned

68-5 number not assigned

69-1 3 whole clear bottles (medicinal; for injection) ‘T#58 ST#13- swrface
70-1 1 glass, clear T#58 ST#13

71-1 1 brown salt-glazed stoneware T#58 surface, between 8&9
72-1 I window glass T#5 ST#18

73-1 1 UID nail fragment IN200 E190

74-1 2 plass, brown [T#65B ST#13

74-2 2 glass, light green

74-3 2 glass, milk

74-4 5 glass, clear

Recorded By: Debi Hacker

Date:

01-06-00
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CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.
PO Box 8604
Columbia, SC' 20202

ARTIFACT CATALOG
State:| V| A | County: Fairfax Site #: 44FX1146 Acge. No.:
" Project: Woodlawn Survey Site Name:  Woodlawn Plantation
Catalog Number Description Provenience
44FX1146- 74-5 1 window glass
75-1 1 glass, light green T#68 surface near ST#H4
75-2 1 glass, clear
76-1 1 glass, green T#68 surface near STH#8
76-2 4 glass, clear
END

Recorded By: Debi Hacker Date:  01-06-00
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CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.
PO Box 8004
Columbia, SC 20202
ARTIFACT CATALOG
State:l \ ‘ A | County: Fairfax Site #: 44FX1146 Acc. No.:
Project: Pope-Leighey Survey Site Name: ~ Woodlawn Plantation
Clatalog Number Description Provenience
44FX1146-77-1 3 creamware, imdecorated T#2 ST#2 (17 Aug. 1987)
77-2 3 pearlware, undecorated
77-3 1 pearlware, blue decorated
77-4 2 whiteware, undecorated
77-5 1 yellow ware, undecorated
77-6 2 gray saltglazed stoneware
77-7 15 brick fragments
78-1 2 creamware, undecorated T#7 ST#1 (17 Aug. 1987)
a2 15 brick fragments :
79-1 1 creamware, undecorated [T#7 ST#2 (17 Aug. 1987)
79-2 1 pearlware, poly hand paint
79-3 1 pearlware, green edge
79-4 1 UID refined earthenware, glaze missing
79-5 i brown saliglazed stoneware
79-6 3 small UTD iron frapments
79-7 1 quartz fragment
79-8 11 brick fragments (2 glazed)
79-9 1 vial charcoal
30-1 2 creamware, undecorated \T#7 ST#3 (17 Aug. 1987)
80-2 5 pearlware, undecorated
80-3 1 pearlware, annular
304 1 pearlware, blue transfer print
80-5 [ glass, black
80-6 3 brick fragments (4 glazed) N
81-1 2 creamware, undecorated T#7 ST#4 (17 Aug. 1987)
81-2 | pearlware, blue hand paint
81-3 1 peariware, mocha
81-4 I whiteware, blue transfer print o
81-5 1 burnt refined earthenware
Recorded By: Debi Hacker Date: 6 January 2000
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CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.

PO Box 8604
Coium[vr'a, SC 20202
ARTIFACT CATALOG
State:| V1 A | County: Fairfax Site #: 44FX1146 Acc. No.:
Project:  Pope-Leighey Survey Site Name:  Woodlawn Plantation
Catalog Number Description Provenience
44FX1146-81-6 1 brown saltglazed stoneware [T#7 ST#4 (17 Aug. 1987) (continued)
81-7 1 glass, black
B1-8 2 slate fragement B
31-9 14 brick fragments
82-1 4 creamware, undecorated - |T#8 ST#1 (17 Aug. 1987)
82-2 1 pearlware, annular
82-3 1 oyster shell fragment
82-4 2 animal bone fragments
825 15 brick fragmonts (1 glazed)
83-1 1 pearlware, undecorated T#8 STH#3 (17 Aug. 1987)
83-2 1 plass, green
83-3 2 glass, clear
334 2 brick fragments
84-1 1 creamware, undecorated T#8 ST#4 (17 Aug. 1987)
84-2 1 creamware, black transfer print
84-3 3 pearlware, undecorated
844 2 glass, black
84-5 2 glass, clear
84-6 1 window glass
84-7 S brick fragments
85-1 1 pearlware, undecorated T#8 ST#5 (17 Aug. 1987)
85-2 1 redware, black lead glaz
85-3 5 slate fragment
85-4 1 window glass
85-5 5 brick fragments
B6-1 1 pearlware, undecorated T#8 ST#6 (17 Aug. 1987)
86-2 1 redware, brown lead glaze
86-3 [ glass, black
86-4 5 brick fragments

Recorded By: Debi Hacker Date: 6 January 2000
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CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.

PO Box 80064
Columbia, SC 20202
ARTIFACT CATALOG
State:] V| A} County: Fairfax Site #: 44FX1146 Acc. No.:
Project:  Pope-Leighey Survey Site Name: ~ Woodlawn Plantation
Catalog Number Description Provenience

44FX1146-87-1 S brick frapments T#10 ST#2 (17 Aug. 1987)

44FX1146- 1 creaware, undecorated } "PL1A" TU 1, level A (26 Oct, 1987)

1 pealware, undecorated

}

1 refined earthenware, glaze missing

} THESE ARTIFACTS WERE NOT

1 wine bottle glass, dark green

} DELIVERED TO CHICORA. THE

1 bottle glass, other } COUNTS AND DESCRIPTIONS ARE
1 nail, mise., square } TAKEN FROM "L. LEWIS' LIST
1 rock, architectural? }

44FX1146-88-1

|22 creamware

"PL 1B" TU 1, level B (26 Oct. 1987)

88-2

12 pearlware, undecorated

88-3 2 pearlware, blue handpainted

38-4 1 pearlware, poly handpainted

88-5 1 pearlware, cable

88-6 1 pearlware, green edge

88-7 3 whiteware, undecorated

88-8 * |2 UID refined earthenware, burned

88-9 2 UTD refined earthenware, glaze missing “
88-10 1 Chinese porcelain, blue handpaint

88-11 1 white porcelain, undecorated

88-12 1 white porcelain, decalcomania

88-13 1 gray saltglazed stoneware

g8-14 1 red stoneware

88-15 1 coarse red earthenware, glaze missing
58-16 3 coarse red earthenware, clear lead glaze
88-17 1 coarse red earthenware, black lead glaze
28-18 1 coarse red earthenware, brown lead glaze
38-19 1 brown salt glazed stoneware

£8-20 1 Rockingham

88-21 1 redware, brown lead glaze

Recorded By: Debi Hacker

Date:

6 January 2000
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CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.
PO Box 8604
Columbia, SC 20202
ARTIFACT CATALOG
State:| V | A | County: Fairfax Site #: 44FX1146 Ace. No.:
Project:  Pope- Leighey Survey SiteJNarne: Woodlawn Plantation
Catalog Number Description Provenience
44FX1146-88-22 8 glass, black "PL 1B" TU1, level B (continued)
88-23 1 glass, brown
88-24 4 glass, clear
88-25 6 window glass
88-26 4 UID nail fragment
88-27 1 kaolin pipestem  {4/64™)
88-28 1 button, brass (#18, 15.8mm R="DOU(BLE) GILT")
88-29 2 slate fragment-
88-30 5 brick fragment (1 glazed) _
88-31 2 stone chunks, not worked
88-32 1 coal fragment
88-33 1 calcined bone fragment -
88-34 1 shell fragment
88-35 2 rocks with asphalt
89-1 78 creamware, undecorated 7 "PL 1C" TU1, level C (28 Oct 1987)
89-2 63 pearlware, undecorated
89-3 5 pearlware, blue bandpaint
894 2 pearlware, poly handpaint
89-5 1 pearlware, cable
89-6 1 pearlware, mocha
89-7 O pearlware, annular
89-8 5 peartware, blue edge
89-9 3 pearlware, green edge
89-10 18 pearlware, blue transfer print
89-11 5 whiteware, undecorated
89-12 5 whiteware, blue transfer print
89-13 2 refined earthenware, burnt
89-14 12 UID refined earthenware, glaze gone
89-15 1 yellow ware, undecorated

Recorded By: Debi Hacker Date:  01-06-00
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CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.
PO Box 86064
Co]uml;ia, SC 20202
ARTIFACT CATALOG
State:| V| A | County: Fairfax Site #: 44FX1146 Acc. No.:
Project: ~ Pope- Leighey Survey ' Site Name:  Woodlawn Plantation
Cata.log Number Desoription Provenience
44FX1146-89-16 2 Chinese porcelain, undecorated "PL 1C" TU1, level C (28 Oct 1987)-cont'd
89-17 2 Chinese porcelain, blue handpaint

89-18 2 coarse red earthenware, no glaze

89-19 2 buff earthenware, no glaze

89-20 3 lead glazed slipware

89-21 1 buff earthenware, clear lead glaze

89-22 1 coarse red earthenware, clear lead glaze
89-23 1 rockingham

89-24 9 coarse red earthenware, brown lead glaze
89-25 4 coarse red earthenware, black lead glaze
89-26 1 redware, black lead glaze

89-27 1 Portobello ware

89-28 1 grey salt glazed stoneware

89-29 1 grey salt glazed stoneware, blue handpaint
89-30 1 brown salt glazed stoneware

89-31 1 green salt giazed stoneware

89-32 2 stoneware, Albany slip

89-33 1 brown stoneware

89-34 32 glass, black

89-35 1 glass, aqua

89-36 I glass, blue

89-37 3 glass, manganese

89-38 10 glass, clear

89-39 1 glass, melted

89-40 17 window glass

89-41 21 slate frapment

§9-42 4 "mortar" fragment

8943 2 "architectural” stone

89-44 18 UID nail fragment

Recorded By: Debi Hacker Date:

01-06-00
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CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.
PO Box 8604

Columbia, SC 20202

ARTIFACT CATALOG

State:] V | A | County: Fairfax

Project:  Pope-Leighey Survey

Site #: 44FX1146 Ace. No.:

Site Name:

Woodlawn Plantation

Catalog Number

Deacription

Provenience

44FX1146-89-45 181 brick fragments (9 glazed) TU 1, level C (continued)
89-46 8 kaolin pipe bow! fragments
89-47 1 flint fragment
89-48 1 wire fragment
89-49 6 small UID iron fragments.
89-50 6 coal fragments
89-51 2 shell fragments
89-52 14 animal bone fragments
89-53 1 vial charcoal
90-1 1 pearlware, undecorated "PL ID" TU 1, level D (29 Oct. 1987)
20-2 1 brick fragment
9141 1 pearlware undecorated "PL 2A" TU?2,level A (27 Oct. 1987)
912 1 glass, clear 7
91-3 1 window glass
91-4 1 slate fragment
91-5 1 UID nail fragment
91-6 7 brick fragments
91-7 1 coal i’ragment
01-8 4 slag fragments
92-1 31 creamware, undecorated "PL 2B" TU 2, level B (29 Oct. 1987)
92-2 34 pearlware, undecorated
92-3 2 pearlware, blue handpaint
92-4 1 pearlware, poly handpaint
92-5 2 peariware, annular
62-6 3 pearlware, blue edg
92-7 1 pearlware, green edg
92-8 10 pearlware, blue transfer print
92-9 1 whiteware, blue tfransfer print
92-10 1 refined earthenware, no glaze

Recorded By: Debi Hacker

Date:

01-06-00
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CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.
PO Box 8004
Columbia, SC 20202
ARTIFACT CATALOG
State:| V | A | County: Fairfax Site #: 44FX1146 Acc. No.:
Project:  Pope-leighey Survey Site Name:  Woodlawn Plantation
Catalog Number Description Provenience
44FX1146-92-11 1 burnt refined earthenware "PL 2ZB" TU 2, level B (29 Oct. 1987)
92-12 2 yellow ware, undecorated
92-13 1 Chinese porcelain, blue hand paint
92-14 2 white porcelain, undecorated
92-15 1 gray saltglaze stoneware
92-16 1 brown saltglaze stoneware
92-17 2 coarse red earthenware, clear lead glaze
92-18 1 coarse red earthenware, brown lead glaze
92-19 2 redware, black lead glaze
92-20 2 glass, black
92-21 1 glass, blue
92-22 2 glass, aqua
02-23 3 glass, clear
02-24 11 window glass
92-25 10 UID nail fragments
92-26 35 brick fragments (8 glazed)
92-27 2 mortar fragments
92-28 3 kaolin pipestem
02-29 2 UID iron fragments
92-30 1 UID black rubber fragment
92-31 1 slag fragment
92-32 1 animal bone
92-33 10 shell fragments

Recorded By: Debi Hacker Date: 6 January 2000
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CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.
PO Box 8064
Co/umbia, SC 2020.2
ARTIFACT CATALOG
State:| V| A | County: Fairfax Site #: 44FX1146 Acc. No.:
Project: ~ Pope-Leighey Survey Site Name:  Woodlawn Plantation
Catalog Number Description Provenience )
44FX1146-93-1 - |1 creamware, undecorated "PL 3A" TU 3, level A (29 Cct. 1987)
93-2 2 pearlware, undecorzted
93-3 2 pearlware, green edge
93-4 1 whiteware, tinted yellow
03-5 1 coarse red earthenware, brown lead glaze
93-6 1 redware, clear lead glaze
93-7 1 gray saltgalze stoneware
93-8 2 glass, black
93-9 2 window glass -
93-10 1 brick fragment
93-11 1 stone fragment
93-12 1 black rubber fragment ‘
94-1 1 glass, black "PL 3B" TU 3, level B (2 Oct. 1987)
94-2 1 window glass ‘
95-1 2 crearnware, undecorated "PL 4A" TU 4, level A (29 Oct. 1987)
95-2 1 pearlware, undecorated
95-3 1 redware, black lead glaze
05-4 2 glass, black
95-5 2 glass, clear
95-6 2 slate fragment
95-7 5 brick fragments
96-1 1 creamware, undecorated "PL 4B" TU 4, level B (29 Oct, 1987)
06-2 1 pearlware, undecorated
96-3 1 window glass
06-4 6 brick fragments (1 glazed)

Recorded By:  Debi Hacker Date: 6 January 2000
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CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.
PO Box 8004
Co]umln'a, S5C 20202
ARTIFACT CATALOG
State:{ V[ A} County: Fairfax Site #: 44FX1146 Ace. No.:
Project: Site Name:  Woodlawn Plantation
Catalog Number Description Provenience
44FX1146-97-1 1 silver of glass (23 July 1992) Surface, NE of mansion, facing house, 7 paces
97-2 1 brick fragment 11 o'clock from cedar in front of last pine
07-3 7 window caulk fragments Allana P, Wallace
07-4 4 coal fragments
08-1 1 pearlware, undecoratéd (23 July 1992) Surface, NW cormer beyond Underwood garden

between large boxwood and row of pines

on edge of parking lot  Allana P. Wallace

Recorded By: Debi Hacker Date: 6 January 2000
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CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.
PO Box 8604
Columbia, SC 20202
ARTIFACT CATALOG
State:| V| A | County: Fairfax Site #: 44FX1146 Ace. No.:
Project:  Employee Parking Lot Grading Site Name:  Woodlawn Plantation
Catalog Number Description : Provenience
44FX1146-99-1 1 UID nail fragment Surface #1 (SEE REVERSE)
100-1 1 pearlware, undecorated Surface #2 (SEE REVERSE)
100-2 1 window glass
100-3 1 UID nail fragment
100-4 3 brick fragments (1 glazed)
100-5 1 stone fragment
101-1 2 pearlware, undecorated Surface #3 (SEE REVERSE)
101-2 1 pearlware, Blue transfer print
101-3 I pearlware, black transfer print & poly handpaint
1014 1whiteware, poly handpaint
101-5 5 glass, black
101-6 2 plass, clear
101-7 1 UID nail fragment
101-8 3 brick fragments
101-9 1 strap iron fragment
101-10 1 coal fragment
101-11 1 peach pit
101-12 1 stone fragment
102-1 1 UID nail fragment Surface #4 (SEE REVERSE)
102-2 I lock box fragment
103-1 1 UID nail fragment Surface #5 (SEE REVERSE)
103-2 1 UID iron fragment
104-1 1 creamware, undecorated Surface #6 (SEE REVERSE)
104-2 2 whiteware, undecorated
104.3 2 white porcelain, decalcomania, mend
104-4 1 UID nail fratment
104-5 9 slate fragments
104-6 3 animal bone fragments
104-7 2 stones

Recorded By: Debi Hacker

Date:

6 January 2000
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CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.
PO Box 8664
Columbia, SC 20202
ARTIFACT CATALOG

State:| V| A { County: Fairfax Site #: 44FX1146 Ace. No.:
Project: Employee Parking Lot Grading {19 Sep 1993) Site Name:  Woodlawn Plantation

Catalog Number Description Provenience
44FX1146-105-1 1 whiteware, undecorated - surface #7 (SEE REVERSE)
105-2 1 refined earthenware, burnt
105-3 1 Chinese porcelain, blue handpainted surface #7 (SEE REVERSE)
105-4 1 glass, black 3
105-5 4 UID pail frapment
105-6 3 slate fragment
105-7 4 brick fragment (2 glazed)
105-8 6 fragment UID material- "paper/ bark"
105-9 1 shell fragment
105-10 4 coal fragment -
105-11 3 rock fragments
106-1 1 hoe blade surface #8 (SEE REVERSE)
107-1 1 creamware, undecorated surface #9 (SEE REVERSE)
107-2 4 pearlware, undecorated
107-3 1 machine cut nail fragment
108-1 1 UID nail surface #10 (SEE REVERSE)
109-1 1 plumbing end cap {surface #11 (SEE REVERSE)
109-2 1 peach pit
110-1 1 glass, brown surface #12 (SEE REVERSE)
110-2 2 glass, clear
110-3 1 strap iron fragment
111-1 1 UID nail fragment surface #13 (SEE REVERSE)
111-2 1 rock
112-1 1 UID nail fragment surface #14 (SEE REVERSE)
113-1 1 UID nail fragment surface #15 (SEE REVERSE)
113-2 3 shell fragment
114-1 4 wire fragment surface #16 (SEE REVERSE)

Recorded By:  Debi Hacker Date: 6 January 2000
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CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.
PO Box 8604
Columbia, SC 20202
ARTIFACT CATALOG
State:| V| A | County: Fairfax Site #: 44FX1146 Acc. No.:
Project: Site Name:  Woodlawn Plantation
Catalog Number Description ' - Provenience
44FX1146-115-1 1 pearlware, blue transfer print general surface
115-2 2 whiteware, undecorated "taken from the garden"
115-3 1 whiteware, blue transfer print
1154 1 white porcelain, gilt
115-5 1 glass, black
115-6 1 glass, aqua
115-7 1 glass, manganese
115-8 15 glass, clear
115-9 1 whole botile, brown glass
115-10 1 whole bottle, clear glass
115-11 1 window glass
115-12 1 wire cut nail
115-13 3 UID nail fragment
115-14 2 brick fragments
115-15 1 pintle
115-16 1 brass wick turner
115-17 2 buttons, white metal, type #7
115-18 1 button, brzliss,type#‘)
115-19 3 button, brass, type #18
115-20 1 horseshoe
115-21 1 cotter pin and ring, iron
115-22 1 drawing knife frapment
115-23 1 plow clevis fragment
115-24 1 plastic wide tooth comb fragment
115-25 1 brass hinge fragment i
115-26 1 brass cap fragment
115-27 1 brass strip "-14" stamped on it
115-28 1 lead strip
115-29 2 melted lead
Recorded By:  Debi Hacker Date:  01-06-00
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CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.
. PO Box 8664
Columbia, SC 20202
ARTIFACT CATALOG
Sta.te:| v ] A i County: Fairfax Site #: 44FX1146 Acc, No.:
Project: Site Name: ~ Woodlawn Plantation
Catalog Number Description Provenience
44FX1146-115-30 |2 UID iron fragment
END
Recorded By:  Debi Hacker Date:  01-06-00
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CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.
PO Box 8664
CO]LUHZJ{CI, SC 29202
ARTIFACT CATALOG

State:)| V| A | County: Fairfax Site #: 44FX2461 Ace. No.:
Project: Woodlawn Survey Site Name:  Otis Tufion Mason House

Catalog Number Description Provenience
44FX2461-1-1 2 glass, clear T#H57 STHS
2-1 2 glass, clear T#57, STHY
2-2 1 window glass
2-3 1 UID nail fragment
3-1 6 glass, clear T#57 ST#10
3-2 1 UID nail fragment
3-3 3 wire nail fragments
3-4 1 roofing tack
3-5 UID strips of flat iron

Recorded By: Debi Hacker Date:  (1-06-00
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